Of course, since our Monte Carlo data for F O ͑x͒ at x * 0.7 do in fact agree closely with the two-loop perturbative formula (to within about 1%), and our data for O ͑b, L͒ also agree well with the fixed-L perturbation expansion (to within a few percent), it is then inevitable that our extrapolated values j`͑b͒ at the largest values of b will be consistent with asymptotic scaling, in the sense that j`͑b͓͒͞e 2pb͑͞N22͒ b 21͑͞N22͒ ͔ will be roughly constant. However, it is by no means inevitable that this constant value will agree with the Hasenfratz-MaggioreNiedermayer prediction to within 4%. It seems to us that this apparent coincidence is significant evidence in favor of the asymptotic-freedom picture.
Finally, Patrascioiu and Seiler [7] have found an unusual boundary condition for which the L !`limit of the perturbative coefficients disagrees with those obtained from the same limit in periodic boundary conditions. Since the two boundary conditions should agree in the limit L !`at any fixed b ,`, it follows that for at least one of the two boundary conditions the L !`limit fails to commute with perturbation expansion in powers of 1͞b. This is troubling, but it does not tell us which of the two boundary conditions is at fault. It is quite possible that the two limits do commute in periodic boundary conditions-as the conventional wisdom asserts-but not in Patrascioiu-Seiler's unusual boundary condition. Nevertheless, this example shows that the justification of the conventional wisdom-if indeed it is true-will be considerably more subtle than was heretofore believed. 
